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The purpose of this paper is to contribute to the 
development of a conceptual model of service 
quality in airports by conducting an empirical 
investigation into passengers’ expectations for this 
service industry. The paper is a qualitative 
exploration of the airport experience from the 
passengers’ perspective was combined with a 
review of relevant literature to identify variables, to 
clarify basic concepts and to generate a conceptual 
model of airport service quality expectation. The 
paper’s quantitative research was used to develop a 
self-report scale to measure passenger expectations 
of airport service quality, to test dimensionality and 
to evaluate scale reliability and validity. The 
findings were based on quantitative research on 
nearly 150 IPT students provided results suggesting 
that passenger’ an expectation of KLIA service 
quality is a multidimensional, hierarchical construct 
that includes three key dimensions: function, 
interaction and diversion. Research limitations are 
low budget of research and time limitation.  
 
1.0 INTRODUCTION  
The airport industry is changing rapidly. Today’s 
air travelers have meaningful choices among 
airports and there is an increasing urgency among 
airport marketers to differentiate themselves by 
meeting the needs of customers better than the 
competition. While passengers’ perception of 
airport service quality is only one of several 
variables (e.g. routes, scheduling, location and 
prices) that contribute to overall airport 
attractiveness, it is nevertheless an important 
variable because of the increasing importance of a 
customer orientation to competitive advantage in 
this industry. 
 
1.1 Problem Statement 
There are many reasons why KLIA does not 
perform the way it supposed to be. The principle 
reason is the evident lack of managerial 
performance. But we can’t blame the staff or 
customers of Malaysia Airports Berhad (MAB) and 
Malaysia Airlines (MAS), we must lay blame on 
the management. 
 
KLIA is grand, beautiful, tropical, modern, iconic, 
underperforming, under-maintained, deteriorating 
and lacking the finer points of quality. It was 
destined to be the one-stop facility to commerce, 
trade and recreation. Unfortunately, KLIA has not 
lived up to its potential as yet, and the situation 
merely worsens day by day. 
 
There are some of the facilities of KLIA should 
taken immediate action by management board for 
improvement. The facilities such as Total Airport 
management System (TAMS), airport roadways, 
car park, airline offices, toilets, aerobridges and 
apron facilities, departure gate lounges and Duty 
Free shopping as well as cargo complex and other 
else need an improvement. The services provided 
by the airlines company and airport management 
team were not good enough as the problem like on-
time arrival, customer complaints, denied boarding, 
and mishandled baggage still happening. 
 
KLIA is the epitome of the Malaysia and it 
applying no-maintenance culture. Looking around 
the airport, it is evident that what we have is 
neglected and left to deteriorate until it is 
functionless and needs to be replaced. Maintenance 
of the airport facilities is paramount to the success 







The main objective of this study is to review the of 
service of Kuala Lumpur International Airport to 
examine airline quality performance on such key 
indicators as on-time arrival, customer complaints, 
denied boarding, and mishandled baggage to 
determine the trend in airline service performance 
over the past two decades.  Information pertaining 
to these issues will come from consultation with the 
relevant airport passenger. However, for a start, we 
will only focus on students who is nowadays 
become one of the sources of passengers for airlines 
company and they are familiar with the airport 
operations, procedures, management and 
planning.In addition, one of the aim of this research 
was to identify the services of KLIA. Upon this, we 
did a survey about the services of the KLIA: to 
determine the factor that contribute to the KLIA 
service qualities. 
 
2.0 LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
A search for a Journal of Service Marketing, 
Passengers’ expectation of airport service 
quality(Dale Fodness and Brian Murray) the article 
stated that the demand for air transport slowed in 
pass few years because of the global economic 
decreasing. Following the events of September 11, 
2001, airports experienced a big declines in 
passenger traffic with US airports suffering the 
greatest losses (Graham, 2003). When growth 
returns, US airport traffic is forecast to increase by 
nearly 60 percent by 2009, to over 1 billion 
passengers per year (Rhoades et al., 2000). 
Anticipating the need for expanded airport capacity 
in the US, approximately $60 billion is currently 
being spent on capital development projects such as 
runways, terminals, access roads, safety and 
security and noise mitigation (Federal Aviation 
Administration, 2005).  
 
Airport customers are change in behavior and 
include passengers, airlines, employees, 
concessionaires, tenants and others. This study 
focuses on passengers (air travelers) – the end users 
of airport facilities and services. Passenger behavior 
and expectations of the airport experience depend 
on the type of traveler, purpose of trip and his or 
her circumstances. Despite their differences, 
however, all these customers are at the airport for 
the sole purpose of transferring from groundbased 
to air modes of transportation. However, the airport 
is not a destination for air travelers. It is a transition 
point.  
 
At the airport, passengers encounter a specific and 
invisible services in a physical setting that Bitner 
(1992) might characterize as an “elaborate 
servicescape”, similar to a hospital, with many 
corridors, queues, signs and complex interactions. 
“It is common for passengers to spend an extended 
period of time in the airport servicescape, averaging 
over one hour once they have entered the terminal 
(World Airport Week, 2000).” 
 
Marketing did not play a significant role in the 
management of airports until the 1980s, prior to 
which time the airport was commonly viewed as a 
free public service or utility provided by 
governmental or quasi-governmental entities. 
Deregulation of the airlines and other sectors of the 
air transport industry, however, motivated airports 
to begin competing for airline routing. Marketing 
was first introduced at airports that sought to either 
enlarge or protect their airline customer base. As a 
result, by the 1990s, many airports were 
concentrating greater attention and investments on 
marketing activities in order to survive in an 
increasingly competitive marketplace. In the article, 
“Like many service industries, the airport industry 
turned to service quality as a strategy for achieving 
competitive advantage (Lee-Mortimer, 1993)” was 
stated. 
 
Airport service quality literature and research is 
distinguished from the main idea of service quality 
perspective by its focus on quality at the attribute 
level. Researchers attempting to measure airport 
service quality typically proceed from a list of 
objective indicators of service that are developed 
from discussions with airport stakeholders rather 
than passengers, including airport and airline 
operators, consultants, regulators and travel 
industry managers. Only a limited amount of 
conceptual and empirical work on passengers’ 
perceptions of airport service quality exists. 
Rhoades et al. (2000) reviewed existing literature to 
develop a list of “key airport quality factors” from 
the perspective of “various stakeholders”. Survey 
data was collected from airport operators and 
consultants who were asked to weight the relative 
importance of the identified factors to airport 
service quality. Respondents were also asked to 
“rate the same factors from a passenger perspective 
in order to gauge the extent to which their 
perceptions were “passenger-focused” (p. 258). 
Passengers themselves were not included in this 
study. 
 
Researcher conducted factor analysis for the data 
from the 150 responses received (27 percent 
response rate) identified four factors: passenger 
service issues, airport access, airlineairport 
interface and inter-terminal transport. Chen (2002) 
and Yeh and Kuo (2002), writing in the 
transportation literature, both approached airport 
service quality as a setting within which to test 
conceptual frameworks. Yeh and Kuo (2002) 
consulted Taiwanese airport managers, government 




airport service categories: comfort, processing time, 
convenience, courtesy of staff, information 
visibility and security. They used these categories 
as the basis for collecting data from 15 Taiwanese 
tour guides and operators. The data was analyzed 
using multi-attribute decision making analysis 
(MADM) to demonstrate “an effective alternative 
to performance evaluation of airport services 
involving subjective assessments of qualitative 
attributes” (p. 35). Passengers were not included in 
this study. Initial items were identified from faceto- 
face interviews with various stakeholders 
(including but not limited to passengers) at Chaing 
Kai Shek International Airport (CKS). Items were 
rendered into survey questions to evaluate the 
performance of six major Asia-Pacific airports. The 
quantitative data collection sample included airline 
companies, forwarders, scholars and passengers. 
The findings indicated that “convenience of 
transport facilities connecting to the outside”, 
“interior design and layout” and “information 
service of the airport” were critical service quality 
attributes. Moving from academic research to 
industry practice, lists of airport service attributes 
are developed by individual airports, industry 
associations and consultants for measuring airport 
“customer satisfaction” (Aeroporti di Roma S.p.A., 
2004; Airports Council International, 2004; 
Bomenblit, 2002; J.D. Power, 2000). A typical 
example is the syndicated AETRA customer 
satisfaction survey, a joint undertaking of Airports 
Council International (ACI) and the International 
Air Transport Association (IATA). 
 
Lists of attributes such as these can and do provide 
airport managers with useful information, but do 
not represent service quality as the concept has 
come to be understood in marketing and services 
research and literature. Although the cited studies 
and others like them do a good job of identifying 
objective service attributes, they do not address 
passengers’ expectations or the underlying 
dimensionality of the service quality construct from 
a theory-based perspective, which is at the heart of 
the mainstream service quality literature. 
Summarization of the current state-of-affairs of 
service quality theory and practice in the airport 
industry, compelling reasons for managing airport 
service quality exist and airport service attributes 
are measured. However, a widely accepted, 
integrated theory/model of the dimensionality of 
passenger expectations driving airport service 
quality perceptions is lacking.  
 
In the remainder of this article, research designed to 
exploit and test a scale to study passengers’ 
expectations of airport service quality is described. 
Both qualitative and quantitative studies using 
airport passengers as samples were performed to 
develop the expectations survey item pool, to 
investigate dimensionality of service quality 
expectations in the airport environment and to 
assess the resulting model’s validity and reliability. 
“We begin by combining a qualitative exploration 
of the airport experience from the passengers’ 
perspective with a review of relevant literature to 
identify variables, to clarify basic concepts and to 
generate hypotheses in the form of a preliminary 
conceptual model of airport service quality 
expectations (Dale Fodness and Brian Murray).” 
Quantitative research was used to develop a self-
report scale to measure passenger expectations of 
airport service quality, to test for dimensionality 
and to evaluate reliability and validity as prescribed 
by Churchill’s (1979) paradigm for the 
development of self-report scales. 
 
In this research study of Passengers’ expectation 
airport service quality by Dale Fodness and Brian 
Murray, three different qualitative methodologies 
were used, in-depth interviews, focus groups and 
content analysis of verbatim comments. 65 items or 
statements of airport quality were constructed in the 
research questionnaire by Fodness and Brian 
Murray research paper. By the way, 60 items from 
the questionnaire will be used in our study.  
 
3.0 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
 
The purpose of this quantitative study was to design, 
implement and test an objective approach to 
measuring passengers’ expectations of airport 
service quality. The methods were adopted for the 
empirical part of the study. These included the 
observational walk through and online 
questionnaire. Data collected for this study included 
customer complaints on flight problems, ticketing, 
refunds, fares, customer service, advertising, and 
other problems, overall carrier on-time performance, 
involuntary denied boarding, and mishandled 
baggage. 
 
3.1 Data Collection Method 
 
Data we collected are especially for this project. 
We are using several techniques such as 
questionnaire. The data is generated from the 
questionnaire. 
 
3.1 Questionnaire Design 
  
It is an online questionnaire designed in our 
research. In this study, we have used both opened 
and closed-ended questions. In closed-ended 
questions, we used fixed number of predetermined 
choices questions and likert-type scale questions. 
Closed-ended questions able to minimize bias and 
provide data that can be statistically analyzed. 
Although closed-ended questions allow for easy 




question is needed in our study as it allows the 
respondent to freely state an unstructured answer. 
But it can cause great difficulties in analysis 
because answer may not be easily quantified and 
may be nearly impossible to compare across 
questionnaire. We are using Likert Scale in the 
questionnaire design. 60 items of questions from 
article of literature review will be used in our study. 
The Likert Scale questions are ranging from seven 
scales, one to seven (1-7), which is 1-strongly 
disagree, 2-, 3-disagree, 4-neutral, 5-agree, 6- , 7-
stongly agree. There are around 150 respondents in 




In order to understand the data, the data are 
analyzed using Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA).  
This analysis is used to explain the pattern change 
of correlation or covariance within the set of 
observed variables.  
 
4.1 Preliminary conceptual model of the 
research (hypothesis) 
  Factor 1: Staffs attitudes 
  Factor 2: Building Structure 
  Factor 3: Decor 
  Factor 4: Commercials 
  Factor 5: Facilities 
  Factor 6: Gateway services 
Diagram of preliminary conceptual model 
 
 
SPSS computer software is used in our data 










Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling 
Adequacy. 
.854 






The Kaiser Meyer Olkin measures of sampling 
adequacy and Bartlett’s test of sphericity. The 
KMO statistic varies between 0 and 1. A value of 0 
simply mean that the sum of partial correlations is 
large relative to the sum of correlations, indicating 
diffusion in the pattern of correlation (hence, factor 
analysis is likely to be inappropriate). A value close 
to 1 can mean that patterns of correlations are 
relatively compact and so factor analysis should 
yield distinct and reliable factors. Kaiser (1974) 
recommends accepting values greater than 0.5 as 
acceptable (values below this should lead you to 
either collect more data or rethink which variable to 
include). Furthermore, values between 0.5 and 0.7 
are mediocre, values between 0.7 and 0.8 are good, 
values between 0.8 and 0.9 are great and values 
above 0.9 are superb (see Hutcheson and Sofroniou, 
1999, pp.224-225 for more detail). Hence, the 
significance value of the data for our research in 
KMO test show great in the range of 0.8 to 0.9. 
 
Bartlett’s measure tests the null hypothesis that the 
original correlation matrix is an identity matrix. For 
factor analysis to work we need some relationships 
between variables and if the R-matrix were an 
identity matrix then all correlation coefficient 
would be zero. Therefore, we want this test to be 
significant (i.e. have a significance value less than 
0.05). A significant test tells us that he R-matrix is 
not an identity matrix; therefore, there are some 
relationships between the variables we hope to 
include in the analysis. For these data, Bartlett’s test 
is high significant (p < 0.001), and therefore factor 
analysis  is appropriate. 
 
 
From the figure above, the anti-image shows that 
there is not much value higher that absolute value 
0.3, most of the off-diagonal elements should be 
small in a good factor model. According to the 
scee plot diagram, analysis would be probably 






From the output of SPSS, using Maximum 
Likelihood exaction method in data reduction, 
we see that all 15 extracted factors (those with 
an eigenvalue greater than 1) account for 
61.193% of total variance explained. 
 
 Due to the output from SPSS, it rejects the 
hypothesis that is only 6 factors in the 
questionnaire. 
 
After we reject the hypothesis, we now have to base 
on the extraction and trying to name the factor. By 
using above figure, eliminate unnecessary items for 
those with double loading example: question 25, 
after that we can name the factor. How to name the 
factor:- 
1. Look at each factor. Find which items have 
the higher factor loading.  
2. Based on the items try to come out with a 
theme to it. 
3. Repeat for the next factor.  
 
From the above result, we can name the factor 
as follow:- 
 Factor 1 : Facilities 
 Factor 2 : Staff attitude 
 Factor 3 : Sign & Symbol 
 Factor 4 : Staff efficiency 
 Factor 5 : Entertainment 
 Factor 6 : Restaurant/ Food and Beverage 
 Factor 7 : Shop  
 Factor 8 : Decor design 
 Factor 9 : Building Structural 
 Factor 10 : Baggage Handling 
 Factor 11 : Décor design 
 Factor 12 : Staff attitude 
 Factor 13 : Sign & Symbol 
 Factor 14 : Building Structure 
 Factor 15 : Commercial 
 
By using the Maximum Likelihood extraction 
method, we had identified that there are 15 factors 
than can be retain with 61.93%. Due to some of the 
factors is named similar, the similar factor will 
combine and hence there are only 11 factors which 
is facilities, staff attitude, sign & symbol, staff 
efficiency, entertainment, restaurant/food and 
beverage, shop, décor design, building structural, 








The General Assembly of the Airports Council 
International (ACI), the “voice of the world’s 
airports”, representing 1,550 airports in over 170 
countries in all regions of the world, has designated 
quality of service at airports a “vital factor in its 
own right” (Airports Council International, 2004). 
This study has several implications for research and 
practice in this area. 
  
At first, we exploit the factors that critically 
influence the service quality. Secondly, 
confirmatory factor analysis should be done and 
analyzed, but due to the limitation of time and the 
time constraint, the initial model doesn’t present the 
higher order of factor in this study. 
 
This study has clear implications for service quality 
measurement and management at airports. The 
most obvious is that in order for airport service 
quality strategies and tactics to yield the desired 
results, service quality of airports must be defined 
by and measured from passengers themselves and 
not by or from others. The study usually gives a 
clear direction to manager who seeks to use service 
quality as a critical component/factor of their 
airport’s competitive strategy. 
 
6.0 CONCLUSION AND 
RECOMMENDATION 
Excellent customer service is one of the greatest 
assets for an airport in today’s competitive 
environment. To the end of the article, research 
have developed  and proposed a conceptual model 
of young passengers’ expectations of airport service 
quality to more understand the airport marketing 
perspective and explores existing practitioner and 
academic perspectives on airport service quality.  
 
As the end of the articles the factor that might 
imfluence the service quality might be  the facilities, 
staff attitude, sign & symbol, staff efficiency, 
entertainment, restaurant/food and beverage, shop, 
décor design, building structural, baggage handling 
and commercial.   
 
As a recommendation, the improvement  of study 
of this research, the sample size should be increase 
while collecting data, it means that to distribute 
more questionnaires on it. By conducting this 
research suppose there is 355 respondents, due to 
limited time and budget, there is now only 150 
respondent, to improve the sensitivity of the 





Basic concepts in exploratory factor analysis (EFA) 
as a tool to evaluate score validity: A right-
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